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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-60 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 3-7, 13-14, 16, 18-22, 28-29, 31, 33-37, 43-44, 46, 48-52, and 58-59 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Theimer et al (hereafter Theimer) 
(U.S. patent 5,61 1,050), in view of Bennett (U.S. PG Pub US20020007422A1), further in view 
of Davis et al (hereafter Davis) (U.S. Patent 5,633,932). 

4. Theimer, Bennett and Davis was cited in the previous office action. 

5. As to claim 1, Theimer teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method 
for a user to remotely obtain exclusive control of a device over a network, the method 
comprising the steps of: 

remotely establishing communication with the device over the network [col. 4, lines 40- 

43]; 
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requesting to obtain remote exclusive control of the device's capabilities [col. 26, lines 
27-33,44-50; 500, Fig. 18]; 

determining whether the device is available for the user to obtain remote exclusive 
control of the device's capabilities [col. 26, lines 50-51; 502, Fig. 18] ; 

in a case where the determining step determines that the device is available for the user to 
obtain remote exclusive control of the device's capabilities, providing the user remote exclusive 
control of the device's capabilities [col. 26, lines 57-65; 506, 508, 510, Fig. 18]. 

6. Theimer does not specifically teach adding the user to a reservation queue of users 
requesting exclusive control of the device's capabilities when device is not available for the user 
to obtain remote exclusive control of the device's capabilities, and providing remote exclusive 
control of the device's capabilities to the user when the user reaches a first position within the 
reservation queue. However, Theimer disclosed denying request when the device is not available 
for the user to obtain remote exclusive control of the device's capabilities [col. 26, lines 51-53; 
504, Fig. 18], and is well known in the art to queue requests when a service provider (i.e. 
processor, server, device, etc.) is busy. In addition, Bennett teaches queuing and retrieving 
access request in a wait queue based on priorities and granting exclusive access to the application 
on the exclusive queue if the exclusive queue has an application of higher priority (i.e. first 
position) than any and all application in the non-exclusive queue [Bennett, pg. 9, paragraph 92, 
lines 9-10; paragraph 96, lines 3-7]. 
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7. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have combined Bennett's request queuing method to Theimer' s method of 
requesting exclusive control because by queuing requests rather then simply denying access 
when a resource is busy reduces network traffics (i.e. denied request causing client to make 
additional request attempts) and produce a more efficient method of managing requests. 

8. Fruthermore, Theimer does not specifically teach requesting to process a job using the 
device's capabilities and adding the requested job to a job queue of jobs to be processed using 
the device's capabilities, wherein if the user has been provided remote exclusive control of the 
device's capabilities, at least one job within the job queue, corresponding to a user other than the 
user who has been provided remote exclusive control of the device's capabilities, is deferred 
from being processed until remote exclusive control of the device's capabilities by the user who 
has been provided remote exclusive control is relinquished. However, Theimer disclosed 
exclusive access to a device's capabilities [col. 26, lines 27-30]. In addition, Davis teaches 
refraining from printing (deferred) a document until an intended recipient is present, transferring 
document from sending node to printing node to be printed, and queuing a job [Davis, col. 2, 
lines 50-54; col. 3, lines 25-28; col. 5, lines 13-24; col. 6, lines 45-48]. 

9. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have combined the teachings of Theimer, Bennett, and Davis because Davis' 
teachings allow the user with current exclusive access to have priority access to the device's 
capabilities. 
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10. As to claim 2, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

11. As to claim 3, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

12. As to claim 4, Theimer as modified teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including in a case where the determining step determines that the device is under exclusive 
control of another user, further comprising determining whether the user requesting remote 
exclusive control of the device has a higher priority than the other user and, if the requesting user 
does have a higher priority than the other user, temporarily yielding exclusive control of the 
device to the requesting user, thereby providing the requesting user with remote exclusive 
control of the device [Bennett, pg. 9, paragraph 92, lines 1-8; paragraph 97, lines 4-6]. 

13. As to claim 5, Theimer as modified teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including wherein the determining step comprises determining whether the user is authorized to 
obtain remote exclusive control of the device [col 27, lines 3-5; 520, Fig. 19]. 

14. As to claim 6, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

15. As to claim 7, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claims 1 and 6 above. In 
addition, Theimer as modified does not specifically teach notifying the user that remote 
exclusive control has been provided. However, Bennett disclosed processing notification 
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messages from equipment to applications notifying the applications the status of the equipment 
[Bennett, paragraph 66, lines 1-11; paragraph 68, lines 12-15; Fig. 3B]. 

16. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have recognize that the teaching of Bennett would include informing the user the 
availability of the device and the status of the user's (application's) request, in order for the user 
to perform/confirm its operations using the device's capabilities in a timely manner without 
delaying other users or taking up the capacity of the queue. 

17. As to claims 8-9, these claims are rejected for the same reason as claim 7 above. In 
addition, Theimer as modified teaches waiting a predetermined time for the user to confirm that 
remote exclusive control is to be provided and after the predetermined time has elapsed, 
removing the user from the reservation queue [Davis, col. 5, lines 25-33]. 

18. As to claims 10-12, these claims are rejected for the same reason as claims 1 and 8. In 
addition, Theimer as modified does not specifically teach moving the user to a new position 
within the reservation queue, wherein the new position is a last position within the reservation 
queue, and wherein the new position is based on the user's priority as compared with other user's 
in the reservation queue. However, it would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made, to lower the request's priority (given it the lowest 
priority) or resorting the request in the queue base on its priority. 
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19. As to claim 13, Theimer as modified does not teach wherein the device is a multifunction 
device and wherein the device's capabilities comprise printing, facsimile, scanning and copying. 
However, Theimer disclosed various computing devices that includes printer, copier, Tab, Board, 
etc. [col. 5, line 54; col. 14, lines 22-23; col. 26, lines 27-3 1]. It would have been obvious to one 
of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, to have recognized that the 
computing devices of Theimer are not limited to the above examples and could include 
multifunction device with the capabilities of printing, facsimile, scanning and copying. 

20. As to claim 14, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 5 above. 

21. As to claim 15, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 2. In addition, Theimer 
as modified teaches substantially in a case where the user is provided with remote exclusive 
control of the device, further comprising the steps of: 

obtaining identification information of the user [Theimer, col. 27, lines 3-7; 520, Fig. 19; 
Davis, col. 5, lines 35-38;]; and 

based on the obtained identification information, automatically manipulating print jobs 
within a print queue so as to print out print jobs pending in the print queue for the user during a 
period in which the user maintains remote exclusive control of the device, while temporarily 
deferring other print jobs pending in the print queue [Davis, col. 6, lines 41-48; 350, 355, 360, 
Fig. 3]. 
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22. As to claims 16-30, these are computer-executable process claims that correspond to the 
method claims 1-15. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 1-15 above. 

23. As to claims 3 1-45, these are computer-readable medium claims that correspond to the 
method claims 1-15. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 1-15 above. 

24. As to claims 46-60, these are apparatus claims that correspond to the method claims 1-15. 
Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 1-15 above. 

Response to Arguments 

25. Applicant's arguments filed 4/8/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

26. In the remarks, Applicant argued in substance that: 

a. The applied art is not seen to disclosed or to suggest at least the feature of, in a 
case where it is determined that a device is not available for a user to obtain remote 
exclusive control of the device's capabilities, adding the user to a reservation queue of 
users requesting exclusive control of the device's capabilities. 

b. The applied art is not seen to disclosed or to suggest providing remote exclusive 
control of the device's capabilities to the user when the user reaches a first position 
within the reservation queue, the user is provided with device's capabilities to the user 
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when the user reaches a first position within the reservation queue such that the user then 
requests to process a job and the requested job is added to a queue of jobs to be 
processed, with at least one job within the job queue, corresponding to a user other than 
the user who has been provided remote exclusive control of the device's capabilities, 
being deferred from being processed until remote exclusive control of the device's 
capabilities by the user who has been provided remote exclusive control is relinquished. 

27. Examiner respectfully traversed Applicant's remarks: 

28. As to points (a), this rejection is based on the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness. Theimer disclosed denying request when the device is not available for the user to 
obtain remote exclusive control of the device's capabilities [col. 26, lines 51-53; 504, Fig. 18], 
and Bennett teaches if a requested resource has already been "taken" by another application (i.e. 
not available) queuing the exclusive access request in a exclusive queue, granting and removing 
the application from the exclusive queue if the application in the exclusive queue has the highest 
priority compared to other applications (i.e. made available the exclusive queue for possible 
subsequent application requesting exclusive access) [Bennett, pg. 9, paragraphs 92-93, 96]. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Theimer with Bennett. 
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29. As to point (b), applicant's arguments with respect to these limitations are mooted in view 
of the new ground of rejection. 

30. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

3 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qing-Yuan Wu whose telephone number is (571) 272-3776. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Qing-Yuan Wu 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2194 




